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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Receipt of Applicant's amendment received on November 12, 2004 is acknowledged. 
Applicant's arguments filed November 12, 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The Examiner's response to applicant's argument is detailed below. Applicant's 
amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. 

Response to Applicant's Arguments 

2. In the "Remarks" section, applicant argues that claims 1 and 6 recite the limitation of 
"inspection image which includes marks deposited correspondingly to positions of said 
respective light emitting elements " which is not disclosed or suggested by Asakura. Applicant's 
argument is not persuasive because this newly introduced feature in the amended claims 1 and 6 
is not disclosed in the specification and therefore it is new matter 

3. With regard to claim 13, AppUcant argues that the Examiner contends that "automatically 
judging whether Ught source is defective or not" is old and well known without providing prior 
art teaching or supporting evidence. Applicant's argument is not persuasive because the 
Examiner is including prior art teaching (JP4061 1307.8A) of inspection method conqjrising 
"automatic judgment" with this office action. 

4. With regard to claims 2, 4, 5, 7, 10-12, 14, 16, 17, 19 and 21-23, applicant submits that 
said claims are patentable at least by virtue of their respective dependencies. Applicant's 
argument is not persuasive because the independent claims have not overcome the reasons of 
rejection stated in the previous office action and also in the numbered paragraphs 2 and 3 above. 
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Additionally, with regard to claims 10 and 21, the applicant argues that the Examiner 
contends that "one skilled in the art would have applied the inspection method of Asakura to the 
infrared light emitting elements" without providing prior art teaching or supporting evidence. 
Applicant's argument is not persuasive because, in view of Asakura' s teaching of the use of one 
type of light emitting elements, visible light emitting elements in this instance, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time the invention was made to further 
broaden the spectrum to include infrared (IR) light emitting elements also to the group of light 
emitting elements to be inspected so that said method can inspect a broader range of light 
emitting elements in order to improve the efficiency and adaptability of said method. 
5. Applicant's argument on the "detachable diffusion member" of claims 2, 7, 14 and 19 are 
not persuasive because in view of prior art Thomton (US_5,847,754) as detailed below, it would , 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time the invention was made to 
remove the detachable diffusion member as it would have "blurred" the image of individual light 
emitting element and made the inspection impossible. Because the light emitting elements are in 
close proximity per applicant's disclosure, it is all the more obvious that a diffuser cannot be 
used during inspection as it would blur and blend the image of all light emitting elements in 
close proximity into one single blob of light instead of a more focused image of individual light 
emitting elements. Therefore it would be counter-intuitive for one skilled in the art to leave or 
place a detachable diffusion member in an optical path, and not remove it, during or before 
inspection of an object under test or observation because the diffusion member would blur the 
image of the object and would not provide a sharp image that is necessary forjudging the quality 
of said object. 
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6. With regard to claims 3, 8-9, 15 and 20, applicant submits that said claims are patentable 
at least by virtue of their respective dependencies. Applicant's argument is not persuasive 
because the independent claims have not overcome the reasons of rejection stated in the previous 
office action and also in the numbered paragraphs 2 and 3 above. 

7. Finally, with regard to the image-forming lens recited in the claims, the apphcant argues 
that the Examiner contends that the feature is well known in the art without providing prior art 
teaching or supporting evidence. AppUcant's argument is not persuasive because, the Examiner 
is including prior art teaching (JP02000136982A) of image-forming lens used for inspecting 
light emissions from array elements. 

8. The applicant's arguments with respect to claims 13 and 18 presented in the 4^ paragraph 
on page 13 is confusing because the image- forming lens is not recited in claims 13 and 18. (It is 
assumed that the applicant is referring to the 3"^ paragraph on page 13.) Clarification is 
requested. 

Drawings 

9. The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). The drawings must show every 
feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore: 

a) The "inspection image that includes marks deposited correspondingly to positions 
of said respective hght emitting elements " must be shown or the feature(s) 
canceled from claims 1 and 6; and, 

b) The photoelectric converter receives light emitted from the light source after said 
light is reflected by the original must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from 
claims 28-31. 
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No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in conpliance with 37 CFR 1 . 121(d) are required in reply to 
the Office action to avoid abandonment of the appHcation. Any amended replacement-drawing 
sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure 
must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must 
be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the 
drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the 
renumbering of the remaining figures. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement 
Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1.84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the 
drawing figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified 
and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the 
drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§112 

10. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

11. Claims 28-31 are rejected xmder 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. Claims 28-3 1 recites that the photoelectric converter receives light emitted from 
the light source after said light is reflected by the original. It is not clear from the specification 
or the drawings how Hght reflected from the original reaches the photoelectric converter because 
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the original is in the optical path between the light source and the photoelectric converter. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

12. The amendment filed on November 12, 2004 is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 132 because 
it introduces new matter into the disclosure. 35 U.S.C. 132 states that no amendment shall 
introduce new matter into the disclosure of the invention. The added material which is not 
supported by the original disclosure is as follows: 

"... inspection image which includes marks deposited correspondingly to positions of 
said respective light emitting elements " (see claims 1, 2 and 19). 

Applicant is/required to cancel the new matter in the reply to this Office Action. 

13. Claims 4 and 16 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to 
cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or 
rewrite the claim(s) in independent form Claims 3 and 15 are directed to an inspection method, 
whereas dependent claims 4 and 16 are directed to a method, but lacks any method step 
limitation(s) to further limit its parent claims, claims 3 and 15, and merely recite a device, an 
LED in this instance. Accordingly, claims 4 and 16 have not been given any patentable weight. 

14. Claims 5 and 17 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim Applicant is required to 
cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or 
rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. Claim 4 and 16 are directed to an inspection method, 
whereas dependent claims 5 and 17 are directed to a method, but lacks anv method step 
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limitation(s) to fiirther limit its parent claims, claims 4 and 16, and merely recites a device, an 
area CCD in this instance. Accordingly, claims 5 and 17 have not been given any patentable 
weight. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

16. Claims 1, 6, 13 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Asakura (JP 408137413A) in view of Abe et al (JP4061 13078A). 

17. Claims 1,6, 13 and 18 are rejected because: 

A. Asakura discloses an inspection method for light sources comprising receiving the hght 
from each light emitting elements 2, 2a, 3, 3a, 4, 4a, with a photoelectric converter, 
wherein the light emitting elements are LEDs, the light being received without passing 
through an original, converting the received light into a signal, photoelectric displaying a 
light-emission state of each of said light emitting elements and on the basis of said 
photoelectric signal, inspecting said light source by watching said Hght-emission states of 
said hght emitting elements (see Constitution). Asakura' s method is for inspecting an 
array of light emitting diodes of a semiconductor Ught emitting element display device. 
Asakura does not disclose that the inspecting method for light sources is for inspecting 
the light sources of an image reader, or Asakura does not disclose an automatic judging 
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means for efficiently detecting any defect of the light emitting elements to provide a 
method that will make the detection process easier, more efficient and accurate. 

B. However, in view of Asakura's teaching of inspecting an array of light emitting diodes of 
a semiconductor light emitting element display device, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skills in the art at the time the invention was made to adapt Asakura's LED 
light source inspection method for inspecting any of a variety of different types of light 
sources so that an array of light sources can easily be inspected for any defect in any 
individual light source with ease and efficiency and without any strain to the human eye 
in a manufacturing environment. 

C. With regard to the automatic judging means of claims 13 and 18, Abe et al discloses 
automatic judgment means (see abstract). 

D. In view of Abe's teachings, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art 
at the time the invention was made to have a judging means in an inspection method for 
inspecting any defect in a light source with ease and efficiency and without any strain to 
the human eye in a manufacturing environment. 

18. Claims 2-5, 7-12, 14-17 and 19-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Asakura (JP 408137413A) in view of Abe et al (JP4061 13078A) and further in 
view of Yamaura (JP02000136982A) and Thornton (US_5,847,754). 

19. Claims 2-5, 7-12, 14-17 and 19-31 are rejected because: 

A. Asakura and Abe teaches all claim limitations except for the explicit disclosure that 
infrared (IR) light emitting elements are inspected, or an image-fonning lens is 
positioned to image the light emitting elements and provide the image formed by the 
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image-forming lens to a CCD camera that is connected to a display/monitor, or of a 
detachable diffusing member in a device for inspecting the light sources for efficiently 
detecting any defect of the light emitting elements to provide a method that will make the 
detection process easier, efficient and accurate. 

B. Yamaura discloses an image-forming lens 3 that is positioned to image the light emitting 
elements lb and provide the image formed by the image-forming lens to a CCD imaging 
device 4 that is connected to a display/monitor 5 (see abstract and Figure 1) for 
inspecting the light sources for efficiently detecting any defect of the light emitting 
elements to provide a method that will make the detection process easier, more efficient 
and accurate. 

C. In view of Yamaura' s teaching of the image-forming lens and CCD imaging device in an 
inspection system for inspecting an array of light emitting elements, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skills in the art at the time the invention was made to 
incorporate Yamaura' s teachings into Asakura's method and system due to the fact that 
such a combination would provide a method and system for easy inspection of defect in 
any individual light source more efficiently and accurately without any strain to the 
human eye in a manufacturing environment. 

D. With regard to inspection of IR light emitting elements of claims 10 and 21 in view of 
Asakura's teaching of the inspection of one type of light emitting element, light emitting 
elements in the visible range in this instance, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skills in the art at the time the invention was made to include/incorporate IR 
light emitting elements also into Asakura's LED light source inspection method due to 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/07 1,182 Page 1 0 

Art Unit: 2877 

the fact that an array of light sources with a broader spectral content can easily and more 
accurately inspected for any defect in a manufacturing environment. 

E, With regard to claims 2, 7, 14 and 19, Thomton discloses a device comprising a 
detachable diffusing member for the purpose of providing uniform light illumination onto 
a film so as to obtain a more accurate image from said film. Thus prior art Thomton 
provide evidence that removable diffusing elements are known to be used in scanner and 
similar devices. 

F. In view of Thornton's teaching, it would have been obyious to one of ordinary skills in 
the art at the time the invention was made to include/incorporate a detachable diffusing 
member into Asakura's LED light source inspection device due to the fact that such a 
combination would provide a more accurate image during normal operation of the device, 
and remove the diffuser when not needed for any reason. Additionally, it should be noted 
that the detachable diffusing member does not positively contribute in any way or manner 
in the inspection of the light sources. In fact, detachable diffusing member has to be 
removed for inspecting the light sources. Additionally, it is well known in the art, as 
evidenced by Thomton, that image reading devices comprise detachable diffusing 
elements for dispersing and uniformly distributing light from a plurality of light sources 
to a substrate placed adjacent to the diffusing member. It is also obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made that it is preferable to remove 
the diffusion member from the optical axis between the light sources and the 
photoelectric converter so that a sharper image of the output of the Ught sources can be 
directly imaged by the photoelectric converter, without any blur that will be produced by 
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a diffusing element, for the purpose of inspecting the Hght soxirces so that any defect(s) in 
the light soxirces can easily, efficiently and more accurately be detected 

Priority 

20. In the previous office action the Examiner erroneously indicated on the PTOL-326 form 
that all certified copies of the foreign applications have been received. Onlv one of the two 
certified copies of the foreign applications has been received as indicated below. 

2 1 . Acknowledgment is made of applicant's claim for foreign priority based on an application 
filed in Japan on 28/01/2002. It is noted, however, that applicant has not filed a certified copy of 
the Japanese application (2002-019049) as required by 35 U.S.C. 1 19(b). 

22. Receipt is acknowledged of foreign priority based on an application filed in Japan on 
13/2/2001 (2001-035389), submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which papers have been placed 
of record in the file. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

23. Claims 1 and 6 would be allowable if the objection(s) and rejection(s) detailed above can 
be overcome. 

Claims 1 and 6 would be allowable because the prior art of record, taken alone or in 
combination, fails to disclose or render obvious a method or system comprising inspection image 
which includes marks deposited correspondingly to positions of respective light emitting 
elements , in combination with the rest of the limitations of said claims. 
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Conclusion 

24. The prior art Hiraoka et al (JP401282439A), specifically the inspection and judging 
method, is made of record and not reHed upon is considered pertinent to apphcant's disclosure. 

25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Roy M* Punnoose whose telephone number is 571-272-2427* 
The .examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 AM - 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gregory J. Toatley, Jr. can be reached on 571-272-2059. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this appHcation or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubKshed apphcations 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Roy M. Punnoose 

Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2877 
January 28, 2005 




